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d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

 
Comment:  The project will not generate excess solid waste. 

Significance Level:  No impact. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?  

Comment:  The project has been . 
Trash enclosures and recycling areas will be reviewed and approved by PRMD
Specialist and the Building Plan Check Section.  Trash trucks must have at least a 32-foot turning radius 
at the trash enclosure and the dumpster must have 16 feet of overhead clearance. The outside perimeter 
of the trash enclosure shall be graded to prevent storm water from draining into the sanitary sewer 
system. The trash enclosure shall be covered with a roof or awning. A condition of approval requires that 
all garbage and refuse on this site shall accumulate or be stored for no more than seven calendar days, 
and shall be properly disposed of at a County Transfer Station or County Landfill before the end of the 
seventh day. The project will comply with applicable solid waste management and reduction 
requirements. 

Significance Level:  Less Than Significant Impact.  

20. WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire severity zones, 
would the project: 1) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; 2) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire; 3) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk of that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the 
environment; 4) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

Comment:  According to the Safety Element of the General Plan, the project site is not located in a high 
wildland fire hazard area.  

The project is located in a State Responsibility Area and is outside of the wildland high and very high fire 
hazard zones mapped by Wildland Fire Hazard Areas Figure PS 1-g of the Sonoma County General Plan 
2020. The project is located in a relatively flat area and surrounded by redwood groves, riparian corridors 
and rural residential uses. The resort would add population to the site in the form of guests and 
employees. However, the site is roughly one mile from the Russian River Fire Station #1, ensuring rapid 
response times in the event of an emergency. To facilitate locating an emergency and to avoid delays in 
emergency response, the project has been conditioned to require the resort provides for safe access for 
emergency fire apparatus and civilian evacuation concurrently, and unobstructed traffic circulation during 
an emergency. Additionally, project conditions of approval require the resort connects to the Sweetwater 
Springs Water District, installs fire hydrants for fire suppression, and develop fire safety and emergency 
plans, as well as employee training programs consistent with the requirements of the 2013 California Fire 
Code and Sonoma County Code. New construction on the site must conform to County Fire Safe 
Standards building requirements. Fire Safe Standards include building requirements related to fire 
sprinklers, stairways to roofs, fire apparatus access roads, door panic hardware, fire resistant stairway 

conditioned to comply with the County's solid waste requirements 
s' Environmental Health 
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enclosures, emergency water supply, and defensible space. The construction of new structures in 
accordance with current building standards should decrease the risk to structures on the project parcel 
and ensure that the resort project would reduce the exposure of people and property to fire hazards. See 
section 9.g above for additional conditions of approval to reduce the risk of injury or damage from wildfire. 

There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for the County. Furthermore, the project would not 
cause an interference with emergency evacuations.  The Fire Marshall will review the building plans to 
insure that the hotel and restaurant will have adequate fire protection. The primary entrance off of SR 116 
includes a looped driveway system to provide for emergency vehicle ingress and egress. 

Significance Level: Less Than Significant Impact. 

21.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

Comment:  Potential project impacts on special status plant and fish/wildlife species and habitat are 
addressed in Section 4. Implementation of the required mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 
BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4) would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Potential 
adverse project impacts to cultural resources are addressed in Section 5. A standard condition of 
approval to ensure that cultural or archaeological resources are protected if unearthed during ground 
disturbing activities is provided in Section 18a. Implementation of this standard condition of approval 
would reduce any potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Significance Level:  Less than Significant Impact 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
at the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?  

Comment: No project impacts have been identified in this Initial Study that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable. The project would contribute to impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture and 
forest resources, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise and traffic, 
which may be cumulative off-site, but mitigations would reduce project impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

Significance Level:  Less than Significant Impact 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

Comment:  Proposed project operations have the potential to cause substantial adverse impacts on 
human beings, both directly and indirectly. However, all potential impact and adverse effects on human 
beings (resulting from aesthetics, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, traffic) were 
analyzed, and would be less than significant with the mitigations identified in the Initial Study incorporated 
into the project. 

Significance Level:  Less than Significant Impact   

("Cumulatively considerable" means th 
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Technical Reports & Plans (Attached) 

Att. 1:   BKF, Preliminary Storm Water Mitigation Plan for Guernewood Park Resort, February 5, 2020. 

Att. 2:   BKF, Guernewood Park Resort  100 yr Flood Elevation, September 28, 2017. 

Att. 3:   Coastland Engineers, Guernewood Park Resort Project Impact Analysis, July 12, 2018   
(for Guerneville water system) 

Att. 4:   Illingworth & Rodkin, Guernewood Park Resort Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment,   
August 12, 2016, Addendum October 26, 2022. 

Att. 5:    Illingworth & Rodkkin, Guernewood Park Resort, Guerneville, CA - Air Pollutant and GHG 
Emissions Modeling, April 23, 2020, Revised July 23, 2021  

Att. 6:    Kapolchok & Associates, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan, February 20, 2020. 

Att. 7:    Kjeldsen Biological Consulting, Biological Assessment, Guernewood Park Resort, July 16, 2008.

Att. 8:    Kjeldsen Biological Consulting, Riparian Delineation, July 9, 2017. 

Att. 9:    MacNair & Associates, Guernewood Park Resort - Arborist Report Update, November 18, 2017. 

Att. 10:  MacNair & Associates, Guernewood Park Resort- Arborist Report Update (Driveway Alignment   
per Fire Access Requirements), October 29, 2018. 

Cornell Viticulture and Enology Newsletter "Grapes 101" Issue 8 December 2011 . 



86  

Att. 11:  MacNair & Associates, Guernewood Park Resort- Arborist Construction Impact Review, February 
10, 2018, updated February 10, 2020.

Att. 12:  PJC & Associates, Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Guernewood Park Resort, April 30, 
2008. 

Att. 13: Ted Winfield & Associates and Resource-Design, Streamside Conservation Plan, Guernewood 
Park Resort, Updated: February 17, 2020. 

Att. 14: W-Trans, Final Traffic Impact Study for the Guernewood Resort Project, December 11, 2018. 

Att. 15:  W-Trans, Addendum to the Final Traffic Impact Study for the Guernewood Park Resort Project, 
September 8, 2020. 

Att. 16: First Carbon Solutions, Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) Impact Assessment for the Guernewood 
Park Resort Project, March 4, 2021, Revised August 24, 2021 

Att. 17: Sweetwater Springs Water District, Signed Will Serve Letter, March 22, 2021 

Att. 18: W-Trans, Updated Parking Assessment, June 1, 2022 

Att. 19: Resource Design, updated Conceptual Landscape Master Plan, August 11, 2022  

Att. 20: B+H, updated Parking Plan, August 11, 2022 

Att. 21:  B+H, Conceptual Public Trail Plan, August 11, 2022 

Att. 22: BKF, preliminary Grading Plan, February 20, 2020 

Att. 23: B+H, Tree Preservation Plan, August 11, 2022 

Att. 24: B+H, Conservation Planting Plan, August 11, 2022 
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